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RESOLUTION  OF  INSURANCE  COMMISSIONERS 


RESOLUTION  ADOPTED  BY  NATIONAL  CONVENTION  OF  INSURANCE  COM¬ 
MISSIONERS,  COLORADO  SPRINGS,  COLORADO,  AUGUST,  I9O9, 
RELATIVE  TO  THE  SALE  OF  STOCK  AND  THE  METHODS 
OF  PROMOTING  NEW  INSURANCE  COMPANIES 

Be  it  resolved  by  the  National  Convention  of  Insurance  Commis¬ 
sioners  of  the  United  States: 

That  in  view  of  the  widespread  traffic  which  has  come  into  ex¬ 
istence  in  many  of  the  States,  consisting  of  the  sale  to  the  public, 
through  soliciting  agents,  of  the  stocks  of  newly-organized  or  pro¬ 
jected  insurance  corporations,  or  of  holding  companies  or  so-called 
investment  or  securities  companies  whose  principal  assets  consist 
of  such  stocks,  and  by  reason  of  our  peculiar  opportunities  for  in¬ 
formation  upon  the  subject,  we  deem  it  our  duty  to  call  the  atten¬ 
tion  of  the  public  to  the  following  suggestions : 

1.  The  sale  of  such  stocks  through  soliciting  agents  necessarily 
involves  a  large  promotion  expense,  which  must  come  out  of  the 
amount  invested  by  the  purchaser  and  cannot  go  into  the  treasury 
of  the  company  for  its  use  and  benefit.  Most  of  the  plans  now  being 
followed  in  the  sale  of  such  stocks  provide  for  the  payment  out  of 
the  shareholder’s  contribution  of  twenty  per  centum  or  more  of  the 
amount  contributed  by  the  purchaser  to  the  selling  agent  and  his 
employing  promoter  as  promotion  expenses  and  profits,  from  which 
it  must  necessarily  follow  that  when  the  corporation  begins  business 
the  book  value  of  the  stock  purchased  shall  be  only  eighty  per 
centum  or  less  of  the  amount  which  has  been  paid  in.  In  other 
words,  the  owners  of  a  company  so  promoted  must  sustain  a  loss 
of  twenty  per  centum  or  more  of  the  amount  they  have  invested 
before  the  corporation  begins  the  transaction  of  insurance  business. 
In  order  that  there  may  be  a  reasonable  prospect  of  a  newly  or¬ 
ganized  insurance  corporation  complying  with  legal  requirements 
in  maintaining  its  solvency  and  earning  a  fair  return  for  its  stock¬ 
holders  upon  their  investment,  from  the  nature  of  the  business  it 
is  essential  that  substantially  every  dollar  contributed  by  share¬ 
holders  should  go  into  the  treasury  of  the  corporation  and  be  con¬ 
served  for  its  use  and  benefit.  The  mere  fact  that  the  stock  of 
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an  insurance  corporation  is  being  sold  by  soliciting  agents  should 
warn  the  public  of  an  improvident  promotion  expense.  We  deem 
it  improbable  and  well-nigh  impossible  that  an  investment  in  the 
stock  of  a  new  insurance  corporation  which  is  being  sold  through 
soliciting  agents  will  prove  a  profitable  or  prudent  one  to  the 
purchaser,  nor  do  we  believe  that  a  man  of  average  judgment  and 
prudence  would  make  such  an  investment  if  he  fairly  understood 
its  nature  and  import  and  the  reasonable  prospect  as  to  profit  and 
loss. 

2.  Even  if  the  total  contribution  of  the  shareholder  in  a  newly- 
organized  insurance  corporation  go  into  the  treasury  of  the  com¬ 
pany  and  no  considerable  loss  through  promotion  expenses  is  sus¬ 
tained  before  it  begins  the  transaction  of  insurance  business,  still, 
capable,  conservative  and  economical  management  is  absolutely  es¬ 
sential  not  only  to  insure  reasonable  returns  to  stockholders  upon 
their  investment,  but  to  prevent  their  sustaining  severe  losses.  For 
such  management,  sound  business  judgment,  and  at  least  some 
knowledge  of  the  proper  methods  of  conducting  the  business  of  an 
insurance  corporation  are  indispensable,  and  the  fact  that  a  man 
is  an  experienced  and  successful  insurance  agent  or  salesman  does 
not  prove  that  he  possesses  the  capacity  and  training  necessary  to 
successful  company  management.  Where  stock  in  a  proposed  in¬ 
surance  company  is  purchased  from  a  soliciting  agent,  the  purchaser 
can  have  practically  no  assurance  as  to  the  personnel  or  the  capabil¬ 
ity  or  character  of  its  management,  as  the  laws  of  most,  if  not 
all,  the  States  require  that  the  officers  shall  be  chosen  by  the 
directors,  who  shall  be  chosen  by  the  stockholders,  whoever  they 
may  be,  when  a  sufficient  amount  of  stock  has  been  sold  to  permit 
organization  to  be  effected.  For  this  reason  we  believe  that  in¬ 
vestments  in  such  stocks  made  through  soliciting  agents  are  im¬ 
prudent  and  will  in  many  cases  result  in  disappointment  and  loss 
to  investors. 

3.  We  fully  recognize  that  new  insurance  corporations  can  be,  as 
they  have  been  and  are  being,  organized  and  conducted  so  that  they 
will  conserve  the  interests  of  their  patrons  and  after  some  years  earn 
fair  dividends  for  their  stockholders,  and  that  the  formation  of  such 
companies,  organized  upon  sound  lines  and  to  be  conducted  under 
proper  management,  is  desirable  and  should  be  encouraged  in  many 
sections,  but  the  stock-selling  scheme  and  substantial  promotion  ex¬ 
penses  or  profits  are  wholly  unnecessary  to  the  organization  of  such 
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companies.  This  is  amply  proved  by  the  number  of  such  organiza¬ 
tions  which  have  been  formed  during  recent  years  without  the  use 
of  such  methods  and  without  any  considerable  expense  of  promotion. 
We  believe  that  the  promotion  of  insurance  corporations  on  the  plan 
of  selling  stock  through  soliciting  agents  is  not  due  to  or  inspired  by 
any  desire  on  the  part  of  promoters  to  subserve  the  public  welfare 
by  providing  needed  insurance  corporations  for  any  locality  or  sec¬ 
tion,  but  that  such  promotions  have  been  and  are  being  made  chiefly, 
if  not  altogether,  for  the  purpose  of  enabling  the  promoters  to  reap 
rich  harvests  of  profits  from  the  sale  of  stock.  We  believe  that  there 
is  no  room  for  any  profit  to  be  legitimately  derived  from  the  organi¬ 
zation  of  a  new  insurance  corporation  if  its  stock  is  sold  upon  such 
terms  as  that  its  purchase  is  a  prudent  investment  or  one  which 
would  be  made  by  a  reasonably  prudent  man  who  fairly  understood 
its  nature  and  import. 

4.  The  representations  made  by  promoters  and  agents  in  their 
efforts  to  sell  such  stocks  and  in  the  literature  used  by  them  are  in 
many  cases  misleading  and  deceptive  in  that  they  call  attention  to 
the  present  value  of  the  stocks  of  a  few  successful  insurance  cor¬ 
porations  and  the  dividends  earned  by  them,  while  making  no  men¬ 
tion  of  the  large  number  of  such  corporations  whose  shareholders 
have  suffered  great  losses  through  their  operation.  While  under  the 
reserve  laws  that  have  long  been  in  force  the  losses  to  the  public 
through  the  failure  of  insurance  companies  to  meet  their  obligations 
have  been  comparatively  small,  the  losses  of  the  stockholders  of  such 
companies  have  been  many  and  severe;  be  it  further 

Resolved ,  That  we  pledge  ourselves  to  put  forth  our  best  en¬ 
deavors  in  all  practicable  and  proper  ways  to  put  an  end  to  this 
traffic,  which  we  believe  is  pernicious  and  wholly  indefensible  and 
will  result  in  widespread  disappointment  and  financial  loss  to  the 
public  and  the  serious  injury  and  demoralization  of  the  legitimate 
insurance  business,  doing  a  special  harm  to  the  legitimate  progress 
and  development  of  the  smaller  and  younger  companies  ;  be  it  further 

Resolved ,  That  we  recommend  the  passage  by  the  various  States 
of  laws  requiring  that  the  capital  stock  of  all  insurance  corporations 
shall  be  fully  paid  up  in  cash  before  a  charter  is  issued,  and  pro¬ 
hibiting  the  licensing  to  transact  insurance  business  of  any  corpora¬ 
tion  hereafter  formed  if  the  expenses  of  its  organization  and  of 
placing  its  stock  have  exceeded  five  per  cent,  of  the  total  contribution 
by  its  stockholders. 
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COURT  DECISIONS 

DECISION  OF  THE  SUPREME  COURT  OF  NORTH  CAROLINA  IN  “SMATHERS 
V.  BANKERS  LIFE  INSURANCE  COMPANY  OF  NEW  YORK/'  HOLD¬ 
ING  THAT  BOARD  CONTRACTS  COME  WITHIN  THE  TERMS 
!  OF  THE  ANTI-DISCRIMINATION  SECTION  OF  THE 

NORTH  CAROLINA  LAW  AND  ARE  THERE¬ 
FORE  FORBIDDEN  BY  IT 


“Civil  action  heard  on  demurrer  to  complaint,  before  his  Honor 
G.  S.  Ferguson,  Jr.,  at  February  Term,  1909,  Superior  Court  of 
Buncombe  County. 

“The  complaint,  in  substance,  alleged  that  plaintiff  had  heretofore 
had  a  policy  of  life  insurance  in  defendant  company  to  the  amount 
of  $5,000,  and  had  paid  the  annual  premium  thereon  for  four  years 
from  1903  to  1906,  inclusive,  at  the  sum  of  $131.50  per  year;  that 
the  insurance  policy  was  taken  by  reason  of  a  contract  entered  into 
between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  separately  drawn  and  evidenced, 
constituting  plaintiff  a  member  of  the  ‘Board  of  Advisory  Agents* 
of  defendant  company  for  the  State  of  North  Carolina,  not  to  exceed 
three  hundred  in  number,  and  under  the  term  of  which  plaintiff,  as 
such  member,  was  to  have  a  continuing  share  of  the  ‘Renewal  Com-  1 
missions  upon  all  the  business  done  by  the  company  in  said  State, 
which  share  would  increase  from  year  to  year  until  at  the  end  of  j 
five  or  six  years  the  plaintiff’s  profits  under  said  contract  would 
fully  pay  the  annual  premiums  upon  said  policy  of  insurance  so  that 
by  reason  of  the  benefits  to  accrue  to  plaintiff  under  said  renewal 
commission  contract  the  plaintiff’s  said  policy  of  insurance  would, 
after  the  expiration  of  said  five  or  six  years,  become  self-sustaining’; 
that  a  scheme  of  plan  was  contained  in  the  contract  by  which  the 
interest  of  plaintiff  in  this  renewal  commission  fund  was  to  be 
declared  and  evidenced,  and  from  time  to  time,  in  accordance  with 
such  plan,  certain  certificates  were  issued  to  plaintiff  in  evidence  of 
his  interest  in  said  commission  fund  under  the  contract;  these  cer¬ 
tificates  were  similar  in  form,  one  of  them  being  in  words  and  fig¬ 
ures  as  follows : 
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“  'Bankers  Life  Insurance  Company 
of  the  City  of  New  York. 

“  ‘This  is  to  certify  that  John  W.  Smathers,  a  member  of  the 
Company’s  Board  of  Advisory  Agents  of  the  State  of  North  Caro¬ 
lina,  having  caused  the  company  to  receive  regular  premiums  on 
an  additional  amount  of  insurance  in  accordance  with  the  provisions 
of  this  contract,  shall  be,  at  each  distribution,  entitled  to  six  ad¬ 
ditional  units  of  representation,  provided  that  the  condition  upon 
which  said  additional  units  were  credited,  and  the  conditions  of  his 
said  contract  remain  fulfilled. 

“  ‘New  York,  N.  Y.,  October  17,  1904. 

Frank  G.  Combes,  Secretary’  ” 


“Hoke,  J.,  after  stating  the  case: 

“The  statute  applicable  to  the  question  presented,  Revisal,  4775, 
provides  as  follows : 

“  ‘4775.  j Discrimination  between  insurants  forbidden.  No  life 
insurance  company  doing  business  in  this  State  shall  make  any  dis¬ 
tinction  or  discrimination  in  favor  of  individuals  between  insurants 
of  the  same  class  and  equal  expectation  of  life  in  the  amount  of 
payment  of  premiums  or  rates  charged  for  policies  of  life  or  endow¬ 
ment  insurance,  or  in  the  dividends  or  other  benefits  payable  thereon, 
or  in  any  of  the  terms  and  conditions  of  the  contract  it  makes ;  nor 
shall  any  such  company  or  any  agent  thereof  make  any  contract  of 
insurance  or  agreement  as  to  such  contract  other  than  as  plainly 
1  expressed  in  the  policy  issued  thereon ;  nor  shall  any  such  company 
•  or  agent  pay  or  allow  as  inducement  to  insurance  any  rebate  of 
premium  payable  on  the  policy,  or  any  special  favor  or  advantage 
in  the  dividends  or  other  benefits  to  accrue  thereon,  or  any  valuable 
'Consideration  or  inducement  whatever  not  specified  in  the  policy 
[contract  of  insurance.’ 

“In  Annuity  Co.  v.  Costner,  149  N.  C.,  292,  the  Court  held  that 
.  when  a  policy  had  been  issued  in  connection  with  a  contract  of  this 
E!:haracter  and  retained  by  the  beneficiary  for  a  year,  an  action  by 
he  company  on  the  notes  executed  for  the  annual  premiums  could 
>e  sustained,  and  this  on  the  ground  that,  on  the  facts  there  appear- 
ng,  the  policy  and  the  contract,  which  it  was  claimed  conferred 
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illegal  benefits,  were  severable,  and  that  defendant,  having  received 
the  benefits  of  the  policy  as  an  executed  consideration,  could  be 
made  to  pay  the  stipulated  price. 

“In  this  case,  the  policy  has  been  surrendered  and  canceled,  and 
the  surrender  value  received  by  the  plaintiff,  and  the  action  is 
brought  on  the  collateral  agreement  itself,  seeking  to  recover  dam¬ 
ages  for  its  breach  as  of  an  executory  contract ;  and  we  are  clearly 
of  opinion  that,  considered  in  reference  to  this  claimant  and  persons 
in  like  relation  and  circumstance,  the  agreement  in  question  is  in 
■direct  contravention  of  the  statute,  and  that  no  recovery  upon  it  can 
be  had.  The  express  provision  and  obvious  purpose  and  policy  of 
the  statute  are  to  prevent  discrimination  among  policyholders  of 
like  class  and  expectancy,  and  in  aid  and  furtherance  of  this  desir¬ 
able  purpose  to  secure  publicity  by  requiring  that  all  the  stipulations 
of  the  contract,  and  all  agreements  between  the  insurant  and  the 
•company,  in  reference  thereto,  shall  be  plainly  expressed  in  the 
pelicy ;  and  in  our  view,  the  contract  in  question  here  is  violative  of 
both  these  requirements.  It  creates  a  select  body  of  its  policy¬ 
holders,  not  to  exceed  three  hundred  in  number,  and  agrees  to  confer 
upon  them  a  property  right  in  a  fund  of  the  company  by  means 
of  which  practically  the  annual  premiums  are  to  be  reduced  and  to 
such  an  extent  that  in  five  or  six  years,  as  the  complaint  states,  the 
policy  would  be  fully  self-sustaining,  thereby  withdrawing  a  portion 
of  the  company’s  assets  for  the  benefit  of  this  favored  few,  and  tend¬ 
ing  to  render  it  less  able  to  furnish  the  general  body  of  its  policy¬ 
holders  with  this  desirable  form  of  protection  at  the  lowest  cost 
consistent  with  good  business  prudence.  It  is  an  undoubted  and  dis¬ 
tinct  ‘special  favor’  and  advantage  to  arise  in  behalf  of  this  pre¬ 
ferred  class  who  are  policyholders  in  the  company  for  a  given 
amount.  For  the  other  stipulation  that  the  member  shall  send  to  the 
company  annually  at  its  request  the  names  of  ten  people  residents 
of  his  county  whom  he  deems  insurable,  is  so  clearly  colorable  that 
it  does  not  require  serious  consideration.  Again,  the  agreement 
declared  on  is  one  that,  in  this  instance,  was  made  in  reference  to 
plaintiff’s  contract  of  insurance.  The  plaintiff  alleges  that  it  was 
the  sole  inducement  for  taking  out  the  policy,  and,  this  being  true, 
the  law  requires  that  it  should  appear  in  the  policy  itself  and  not 
otherwise.  On  both  grounds,  therefore,  the  contract  or  agreement 
declared  on  is  forbidden  by  the  statute,  and  recovery  on  it  should 
not  be  allowed.  Edwards  v.  Goldsboro,  141  N.  C.,  60;  Wardin  v. 
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Plummer,  49  N.  C.,  524;  Sharp  v.  Farmer,  20  N.  C.,  122-  9  Cyc 
480,  481. 

“The  same  view  as  to  similar  statutes  has  prevailed  in  other  juris¬ 
dictions.  Citizen  s  Life  Insurance  Co.  v.  Commissioner  of  Insur¬ 
ance,  128  Mich.,  85;  State  Life  v.  Strong,  127  Mich.,  346;  Cole  v. 
State  (Miss.),  45  Southern,  p.  11,  and  the  Attorney-Generals  of 
several  States  have  officially  advised  against  their  validity. 

“We  were  referred  by  counsel  to  the  case  of  Urwan  v.  North¬ 
western  Nat.  Life,  125  Wis.,  349,  in  support  of  plaintiff’s  right  to 
recover,  but  the  authority  does  not  sustain  the  position.  In  that 
case,  the  plaintiff  applied  for  a  policy  of  insurance  for  five  thousand'; 
dollars  on  the  twenty-year  payment  plan,  and  was  to  become  a  mem¬ 
ber  of  a  Board  of  Special  Agents  of  the  company,  and  paid  $159.55 
as  a  tentative  premium  on  the  policy  for  which  he  had  applied.  In, 
action  brought  to  recover  this  premium,  plaintiff  introduced  evi¬ 
dence  tending  to  show  that  the  contract  and  policy  sent  plaintiff 
were  entirely  different  from  the  agreement  he  had  made,  and  that 
t  e  agent  of  defendant  had  been  guilty  of  false  and  fraudulent 
representations  in  inducing  plaintiff  to  apply  for  the  policy  and  pay 
the  money ;  that  plaintiff,  on  discovering  the  discrepancy,  immedi¬ 
ately  offered  to  return  both  the  contract  and  policy,  etc.  Recovery 
was  sustained,  and  in  part  on  the  ground  that  though  the  contract 
may  have  been  forbidden  by  the  statute,  plaintiff  having  repudiated 
same  while  the  illegal  portion  was  entirely  executory,  could  recover 
the  amount  he  had  advanced. 


To  the  extent  stated,  the  position  is  recognized  in  Edwards  v. 
Goldsboro,  supra,  and  not  only  finds  support  in  the  Wisconsin  case 
cted  but  in  other  decisions  of  authority.  Spring  Co.  v.  Knowlton, 

49;,Stacy  v-  Foss-  Me.,  335 ;  and  may  be  taken  as 
established  at  least  where  the  parties  are  not  in  pari  delecto  or 

w  In  P  ,d°eS  n0t  f°rbid  that  recovery  should  be  enforced. 
Webb  v.  Fulchire,  25  N.  C.,  485;  Clark  on  Contracts,  p.  338-  ic. 

A.  &  E.,  2d  Ed.,  1007.  But  in  our  case  there  has  been  no  repudia¬ 
tion  of  the  agreement,  nor  any  money  withheld  by  defendant  by 
reason  of  it,  the  premiums  paid  having  been  accounted  for  to  plain- 

'  m  the  surrender  value  of  the  policy ;  and  the  action  is  indirect 
affirmance  of  an  illegal  executory  contract,  and  demands  damages; 
tor  its  non-performance. 

Again  it  is  urged  that  the  statute,  as  expressed,  only  forbids  the 
company  and  its  agents  from  making  the  contract  in  question,  and: 
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having  been  passed  for  the  protection  of  policyholders,  an  insurant 
seeking  to  recover  on  such  a  contract  is  not  considered  as  in  pari 
delecto,  and  for  that  reason  should  be  allowed  to  recover.  There 
are  various  recognized  exceptions  to  the  principle  which  finds  ex¬ 
pression  in  the  maxim  in  pari  delecto,  etc.  They  will  be  found  very 
well  digested  in  Clark  on  Contracts,  p.  336,  et  seq.,  and  well  con¬ 
sidered  decisions  support  and  apply  the  principle  and  its  modifica¬ 
tions  as  there  stated.  Tate  v.  Commercial  Building  Asso.,  97  Va., 
74;  Lawn  v.  Pacific  Mutual,  131  Wis.,  555.  One  of  the  exceptions 
referred  to  is  to  the  effect  that  parties  are  not  to  be  regarded  as 
being  in  pari  delecto  where  the  agreement  is  merely  malum  pro¬ 
hibitum,  and  the  law  which  makes  it  illegal  was  intended  for  the 
protection  of  the  party  asking  relief and  an  instance  not  infrequent 
occurs  in  legislation  on  insurance  where  a  statute  forbids  the  issu¬ 
ance  of  a  policy  without  a  license,  or  establishes  some  other  formal 
requirement,  and  the  prohibitive  features  are  addressed  to  the  com¬ 
pany  or  its  agents,  and  the  penalty,  if  any,  only  imposed  upon  them. 
In  such  case,  if  a  company,  without  having  taken  out  license,  issues 
a  policy,  receives  the  premium,  and  a  loss  occurs,  the  statute  will  not 
prevent  a  recovery. 

“In  the  case  suggested,  there  is  an  executed  consideration,  and 
the  law  having  been  passed  for  the  general  protection  of  policy¬ 
holders,  the  exception  is  allowed  to  prevail.  But  no  such  position 
can  obtain  when  the  action  is  to  enforce  a  contract  entirely  executory, 
and  the  same  is  directly  forbidden  by  the  law,  and  a  recovery  would 
be  subversive  of  the  very  public  policy  which  the  statute  was  de-  j 
signed  and  intended  to  uphold.  True,  the  statute,  in  terms,  is  only  I 
addressed  to  the  companies  and  their  agents,  and  is  enacted  for  the 
protection  of  policyholders,  but  this  is  for  the  general  body  of  policy- ; 
holders  who  would  suffer  by  the  enforcement  of  such  agreements, 
and  not  for  those  who  have  entered  into  the  forbidden  agreement 
and  are  seeking  to  profit  by  its  terms.  In  such  case,  the  litigants  are 
in  pari  delecto  and  any  and  all  recovery  is  denied.  Edwards  v. 
Goldsboro,  supra ;  York  v.  Merritt,  77  N.  C.,  214 ;  King  v.  Winants, 
71  N.  C.,  469;  Pres.  Ministers  Fund  v.  Thomas,  126  Wis.,  281. 

“The  contract  declared  on  comes  directly  under  condemnation  of 
the  principles  expressed  and  sustained  in  these  decisions,  and  the 
judgment  overruling  defendant’s  demurrer  must  be  reversed. 

“Judgment  reversed.” 
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PEOPLE  VS.  COMMERCIAL  LIFE  INSURANCE  COMPANY  (SUPREME  COURT 
OF  ILLINOIS.  OCTOBER  28,  I9IO.  REHEARING  DENIED 
DECEMBER  8,  I9I0).  93  N.  E.  R.,  91. 

That  portion  of  the  opinion  holding  that  the  sale  of  stock  options 
is  within  the  prohibition  of  the  Anti-Discrimination  Law  is  as 
follows : 

“Cooke,  J.  The  people  of  the  State  of  Illinois,  upon  the  informa¬ 
tion  of  George  J.  Ambrose,  brought  an  action  of  debt  in  the  circuit 
court  of  Sangamon  county  against  the  Commercial  Life  Insurance 
Company,  the  appellant,  to  recover  the  penalty  prescribed  by  sec¬ 
tion  3  of  the  act  of  June  19,  1891  (Laws  1891,  p.  148),  entitled  ‘An 
Act  to  correct  certain  abuses  and  prevent  unjust  discriminations  of 
and  by  life  insurance  companies  doing  business  in  this  State,  be¬ 
tween  insurants  of  the  same  class  and  equal  expectation  of  life,  in. 
the  rates,  amount  or  payment  of  premiums,  in  the  return  of  pre¬ 
miums,  dividends,  rebates  or  other  benefits/  for  the  violation  of 
said  act.  A  trial  was  had  before  a  jury,  which  resulted  in  a  verdict 
finding  the  issues  for  the  plaintiff  and  assessing  the  fine  to  be  im¬ 
posed  on  the  defendant  at  $500.  After  overruling  motions  for  a  new 
trial  and  in  arrest  of  judgment,  the  court  entered  judgment  on  the 
verdict,  from  which  the  insurance  company  has  appealed  to  this 
court. 

“Appellant  is  a  corporation  organized  under  the  laws  of  this  State 
and  engaged  in  the  life  insurance  business  in  this  State,  with  its 
principal  office  in  the  city  of  Chicago.  On  October  25,  1907,  an 
agent  representing  the  appellant  company  called  upon  the  informant. 
George  J.  Ambrose,  in  the  city  of  Springfield,  in  this  State,  and 
solicited  him  to  purchase  a  policy  of  insurance  from  appellant.. 
Upon  being  told  by  Ambrose  that  he  had  all  the  insurance  he  desired,, 
the  agent  stated,  We  have  got  a  side  issue  on  this/  and  proceeded 
to  explain  to  Ambrose  that,  if  he  would  take  a  policy,  the  company 
would,  with  each  $1,000  of  insurance,  give  him  an  option  to  pur¬ 
chase,  at  any  time  within  15  months,  2  shares  of  the  capital  stock 

IDf  the  company  at  the  rate  of  $20  per  share.  The  agent  represented 
0  Ambrose  that  this  option  was  of  great  value ;  that,  when  the  com¬ 
pany  commenced  business,  the  stock  was  worth  but  $10  per  share; 
hat  it  was  at  the  time  of  the  conversation  worth  $20  per  share ;  and 
hat,  if  Ambrose  should  not  desire  to  purchase  the  stock  at  the  ex- 
)iration  of  the  15  months,  the  agent  would  take  the  option  off  his 
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hands  at  the  rate  of  $15  per  share.  He  also  represented  that  his  son 
and  daughter  were  following  him  and  gathering  up  all  stock  certifi¬ 
cates  issued  to  persons  who  did  not  desire  to  keep  them.  As  an 
illustration  of  the  phenomenal  increase  in  value  of  insurance  stock, 
the  agent  told  Ambrose  that  every  dollar  invested  in  the  stock  of 
the  Prudential  Insurance  Company  in  1876  was  now  worth  $1,996. 
Thereupon  Ambrose  purchased  from  appellant,  through  this  agent, 
a  policy  of  insurance  upon  his  life  in  the  sum  of  $2,000,  the  annual 
premium  thereon  being  $44.40.  The  policy  was  delivered  to  Am¬ 
brose,  together  with  an  option,  duly  executed  by  the  company,  giv¬ 
ing  Ambrose  the  right  to  purchase  four  shares  of  the  capital  stock 
of  the  company  at  any  time  prior  to  February  1,  1909,  at  the  rate 
of  $20  per  share,  the  par  value  of  the  stock  being  $10  per  share, 
and  Ambrose  executed  and  delivered  to  the  company  his  promissory 
note  for  the  first  premium.  This  note  has  not  been  paid. 

“The  policy  contained  no  reference  to  the  option  or  to  any  right 
on  the  part  of  the  insured  to  purchase  shares  of  stock  of  the  com¬ 
pany,  and  it  is  contended  by  the  appellee,  and  was  held  by  the  cir¬ 
cuit  court,  that  the  proof  of  this  transaction  established  a  viola¬ 
tion  of  the  act  of  June  19,  1891,  the  title  of  which  is  above  set  out 
and  the  provisions  of  which  are,  in  substance,  as  follows :  Section  1 
provides  that  no  life  insurance  company  or  association  organized 
under  the  laws  of  this  State  or  doing  business  in  this  State  shall' 
make  or  permit  any  distinction  or  discrimination  between  insurants 
of  the  same  class  and  equal  expectation  of  life  in  its  established 
rates,  or  in  the  amount  of  premium  charged  or  collected,  or  in  the 
return  of  premium,  dividends  or  other  benefits  accruing,  or  that 
may  accrue,  to  such  insurants,  or  in  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  contract  between  the  company  and  the  insurants,  and  requires 
the  contract  of  insurance  to  be  fully  and  wholly  expressed  and  con¬ 
tained  in  the  policy  issued  and  the  application  therefor.  The  sec¬ 
tion  concludes  as  follows :  ‘Nor  shall  any  such  company  or  its 
agents  pay,  or  allow,  or  offer  to  pay  or  allow  to  any  person  insured 
any  special  rebate  or  premium,  or  any  special  favor  or  advantage 
in  the  dividends  or  other  benefits  to  accrue  on  such  policy,  or  prom¬ 
ise  the  same  to  any  person  as  inducement  to  insure,  or  promise  to 
give  any  advantage  or  valuable  consideration  whatever,  not  ex¬ 
pressed  or  specified  in  the  policy  of  such  company/  Section  2  of 
the  act  provides  that  if  any  such  life  insurance  company  or  associa¬ 
tion,  its  agent  or  agents,  shall  make  any  unjust  discriminations,  as 
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enumerated  in  section  1,  the  same  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  having 
violated  the  provisions  of  the  act  and  dealt  with  as  provided  in 
section  3  of  the  act.  Section  3  prescribes  a  penalty  of  not  less  than 
$500  nor  more  than  $1,000,  to  be  recovered  in  an  action  of  debt, 
upon  any  life  insurance  company  or  association  which  shall  transact 
its  business  in  this  State  in  violation  of  the  provisions  of  the  act. 
The  fourth  and  last  section  provides  that  the  act  shall  not  be  con¬ 
strued  to  apply  to  fraternal  associations  dispensing  aid  or  benefits 
to  members  or  their  heirs  or  legal  representatives. 

“The  particular  provision  of  the  act  claimed  by  appellee  to  have 
been  violated  by  appellant  is  the  last  clause  of  section  1,  making  it 
unlawful  for  any  life  insurance  company  to  ‘promise  to  give  any 
advantage  or  valuable  consideration  whatever,  not  expressed  or 
specified  in  the  policy  of  such  company/  appellee’s  contention  being 
that  the  stock  option  which  was  promised  to  Ambrose  as  an  addi¬ 
tional  inducement  for  purchasing  the  policy  of  insurance,  and  which 
was  delivered  to  him  with  the  policy,  was  an  ‘advantage  or  valuable 
consideration’  not  expressed  or  specified  in  the  policy.  Appellant, 
on  the  other  hand,  contends  that  the  act  is  directed  against  unjust 
discrimination  alone,  and  its  sole  purpose  is  to  prohibit  a  life  in¬ 
surance  company  from  making  different  rates,  by  way  of  rebates  or 
otherwise,  between  insurants  of  the  same  age  and  of  equal  expecta¬ 
tion  of  life,  and  that  in  order  to  bring  a  transaction,  such  as  the 
one  proven  in  this  case,  within  the  prohibition  of  the  act,  it  must 
not  only  appear  that  the  advantage  or  valuable  consideration  was  * 
not  expressed  in  the  policy,  but  also  that  the  same  was  not  offered 
or  given  to  all  policyholders  of  the  same  class  and  equal  expecta¬ 
tion  of  life,  and  upon  this  theory  appellant  interposed  a  special  plea, 
setting  up  as  a  defense  to  the  action  that  it  had  been  its  custom 
and  practice  to  extend  to  each  policyholder  the  right  and  privilege 
v  of  purchasing  two  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  company  with 
each  $1,000  of  insurance  at  the  price  at  which  the  same  was  selling 
at  the  time  the  policy  was  issued.  A  demurrer  to  this  plea  was 
sustained.  Appellant  attempted  to  prove  the  facts  set  up  in  this 
plea  by  the  introduction  of  testimony  upon  the  trial,  but  the  court 
refused  to  permit  such  proof.  The  peremptory  instruction  offered 
by  appellant  at  the  close  of  the  plaintiff’s  evidence  in  chief,  and  again 
at  the  close  of  all  the  evidence,  presented  the  same  question. 

“That  the  act  of  appellant  in  promising  to  give  Ambrose  the  right 
to  purchase  four  shares  of  its  capital  stock  at  any  time  prior  to 
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February  i,  1909,  at  the  rate  of  $20  per  share,  is  within  the  prohi¬ 
bition  of  the  last  clause  of  section  1  of  the  act,  is  too  clear  to  permit 
denial.  That  this  promise  by  the  company  was  the  main  induce¬ 
ment  for  the  making  of  the  contract  of  insurance  by  Ambrose  is 
established  by  the  evidence.  The  option  was  a  valuable  considera¬ 
tion  moving  from  the  company  to  Ambrose.  By  its  delivery  the 
company  bound  itself  to  sell  to  Ambrose,  at  any  time  prior  to  Feb¬ 
ruary  1,  1909,  four  shares  of  its  capital  stock  at  the  rate  of  $20  per 
share,  and  by  the  same  act  conferred  upon  him  the  right  to  demand 
the  transfer  of  such  stock  to  him  at  any  time  within  the  specified 
period  upon  tender  of  the  specified  price.  The  obligation  assumed 
by  the  company  was  in  legal  contemplation  a  disadvantage  to  it,  and 
the  right  acquired  by  Ambrose  was  in  legal  contemplation  a  benefit 
to  him,  for  the  reason  that,  though  the  market  value  of  the  stock 
should  at  some  time  during  the  fifteen  months’  period  exceed  $20 
per  share,  yet  Ambrose  would,  by  virtue  of  the  option,  have  the 
right  at  such  time  to  purchase  four  shares  at  the  rate  of  $20  per 
share.  Any  act  which  is  a  benefit  to  one  party  or  a  disadvantage 
to  the  other  is  a  valuable  consideration.  Buchanan  v.  International 
Bank,  78  Ill.,  500;  Burch  v.  Hubbard,  48  Ill.,  164.  The  disadvantage 
to  the  company  by  the  assumption  of  this  obligation,  and  the  corre¬ 
sponding  privilege  or  benefit  conferred  upon  Ambrose,  constitute 
the  valuable  consideration.  It  is,  therefore,  wholly  immaterial  that 
the  option  had  no  market  value,  or  that  the  market  value  of  the 
shares  of  stock  did  not,  during  the  time  the  option  was  in  force, 
exceed  $20  per  share,  or  that  during  such  period  Ambrose  could 
have  purchased  stock  of  the  company  in  the  open  market  at  a  less 
sum  per  share,  and  evidence  offered  by  the  appellant  to  prove  such 
immaterial  facts  was  properly  excluded.” 

4*  4;  4;  4;  4;  4* 

T  'r 

The  court  further  decides  that  the  act  of  June  19,  1891,  referred 
to  in  the  opinion,  is  constitutional  and  valid. 

LEONARD  VS.  AMERICAN  LIFE  AND  ANNUITY  COMPANY  (SUPREME 
COURT  OF  GEORGIA.  JANUARY  l8,  I9I3).  77  S.  E.  R.,  41. 

The  facts  in  this  case  as  recited  in  the  syllabus  are  as  follows : 

“A  mutual  life  insurance  company  prepared  a  form  of  contract 
for  sale  by  its  agent  to  certain  persons  taking  insurance,  which 
named  the  insured  as  ‘local  inspector,’  and  stated  that  he  agreed, 
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upon  written  request,  to  furnish  information  on  certain  subjects, 
which  he  might  be  able  to  obtain  without  expense  to  himself.  It 
recited  that,  in  consideration  thereof,  the  company  agreed  to  create 
a  fund  equal  to  $1.25  for  each  $1,000  of  insurance  in  force  in 
Georgia,  and  also  25  cents  for  each  $1,000  of  insurance  in  force  in 
the  United  States,  Georgia  excepted,  which  should  be  written  in 
each  and  every  year  for  10  years  after  the  1st  day  of  September, 
1911,  and  all  renewals  thereof  for  20  years  succeeding  that  date. 
The  total  fund  was  to  be  divided  into  1,000  equal  shares,  and  each 
‘local  inspector’  who  should  pay  to  the  company  the  annual  premium 
on  $5,000  of  insurance  and  perform  the  other  duties  required  by 
the  contract  would  be  entitled  to  one  share  therein.  Until  contracts 
to  the  number  of  1,000  should  be  sold,  the  amount  to  be  paid  to 
each  share  would  be  proportioned  to  the  number  issued.” 

The  opinion  of  the  court  as  to  whether  this  transaction  constituted 
a  violation  of  the  Anti-Discrimination  Law  of  the  State  is  as 
follows : 

“Lumpkin,  J.  F.  W.  Leonard  filed  his  equitable  petition  against 
the  American  Life  and  Annuity  Company,  seeking  to  enjoin  the 
defendant  ‘from  breaching’  its  contract  with  him,  and  refusing  to 
accept  applications  for  certain  special  insurance  contracts  of  the 
character  described  in  the  first  division  of  the  opinion.  He  alleged 
that  the  damages  would  be  irreparable.  No  point  was  made  as  to 
the  necessity  for  equitable  relief,  but  the  case  was  made  to  turn  on 
two  questions :  ( 1 )  Did  the  contract  which  plaintiff  claimed  the 
right  to  sell  fall  within  the  prohibition  contained  in  the  twentieth 
section  of  the  act  of  August  19,  1912  (Acts  1912,  pp.  119,  129)? 
(2)  If  so,  is  that  section  unconstitutional  on  any  of  the  grounds 
of  attack  made  upon  it,  and  which  will  be  found  in  the  opinion? 
The  presiding  judge  refused  an  injunction,  and  the  plaintiff 
excepted. 

“(1)  1.  The  twentieth  section  of  the  act  of  August  19,  1912 
(Acts  1912,  pp.  1 1 9,  129),  regulating  insurance,  prohibits  contract¬ 
ing  for  rebates  of  premiums  and  the  sale  of  ‘any  special  contract, 
board  contract,  or  any  other  form  of  policy  or  contract  whereby 
any  discrimination  in  any  form  or  character  is  allowed  to  any  par¬ 
ticular  person  or  persons;  provided,  however,  that  until  the  first 
day  of  January,  1915,  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  apply 
to  any  life  insurance  company  now  in  the  process  of  formation 
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under  commission  from  the  Secretary  of  State,  which  will  do  a  non¬ 
participating  business  only.’  The  contract  which  the  plaintiff  con¬ 
tends  that  he  has  a  right  to  sell  clearly  falls  within  this  prohibition. 
By  its  terms  a  fund  is  to  be  provided  for  the  benefit  of  the  holders 
of  contracts  of  this  character,  which  is  not  for  the  benefit  of  other 
policyholders  in  this  company.  It  makes  a  discrimination.  Nomi¬ 
nally  the  policyholder  who  takes  this  special  contract  is  called  a 
‘local  inspector/  and  it  is  recited  that  he  agrees  to  furnish  to  the 
company  certain  information  and  suggestions,  on  written  request. 
But  he  receives  the  benefit  of  a  division  of  the  fund  provided,  re¬ 
gardless  of  whether  he  renders  any  service  or  not,  and  irrespective 
of  the  extent  thereof.  The  plaintiff  does  not  claim  that  the  com¬ 
pany  came  under  the  exemption  contained  in  that  section.” 
****** 

The  court  further  holds  that  the  twentieth  section  of  the  act  of 
1912,  referred  to,  is  constitutional,  but  that  the  proviso  that  “the 
provisions  of  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  any  life  insurance  com¬ 
pany  now  in  process  of  formation  under  commission  from  the  Sec¬ 
retary  of  State,  which  will  do  a  non-participating  business  only,” 
is  invalid,  as  violative  of  the  clause  of  the  fourteenth  amendment 
of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States,  which  declares  that  no  State 
shall  deny  to  any  person  within  its  jurisdiction  the  equal  protection 
of  the  laws,  but  that  this  invalid  clause  may  be  stricken  out  and 
the  remainder  of  the  section  stand. 

SECURITY  LIFE  AND  ANNUITY  COMPANY  VS.  COSTNER  (SUPREME  COURT 
OF  NORTH  CAROLINA.  DECEMBER  2,  1908).  63  S.  E.  R.,  304. 

This  was  a  suit  on  a  note  given  for  a  policy  of  life  insurance  in 
connection  with  which  there  had  been  issued  a  special  contract  by 
which  the  company  agreed  to  credit  the  insured  as  one  of  a  class 
of  600  with  his  pro  rata  share  of  a  special  renewal  commission  fund 
to  be  created  from  the  expense  element  of  its  premiums.  The  in¬ 
sured  contended  that  this  contract  was  violative  of  Section  4775 
of  the  revisal  of  1905,  and  invalidated  the  note  given  by  him.  The 
court  held  that,  “even  if  a  contract  by  a  life  insurer  giving  a  class 
of  600  of  its  policyholders,  including  defendant,  special  benefits,  is 
void  as  violating  revisal  1905,  Section  4775,  that  does  does  not  de¬ 
feat  defendant’s  liability  on  a  note  for  premiums  at  the  same  rate 
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charged  all  persons  of  his  age  for  that  kind  of  policy,  he  having  re¬ 
tained  the  policy.” 

COMMONWEALTH  LIFE  INSURANCE  COMPANY  OF  LOUISVILLE  VS. 

BOWLING  (COURT  OF  APPEALS  OF  KENTUCKY.  DECEMBER  1 6, 

I908).  1 14  S.  W.  R.,  327. 

This  was  a  suit  to  recover  a  first  premium  paid  on  a  policy  of 
life  insurance  because  of  the  execution  of  a  separate  agreement 
known  as  a  “Board  of  Consultation  Contract,”  which,  it  was  claimed, 
was  in  violation  of  Section  659  of  the  Kentucky  Statutes  prohibit¬ 
ing  an  insured  from  discriminating  between  insurants,  and  rendered 
the  contract  of  insurance  void.  The  court,  without  deciding  whether 
the  Board  Contract  was  violative  of  the  Anti-Discrimination  section, 
held  that  it  did  not  render  the  policy  void,  since,  in  case  of  death  dur¬ 
ing  the  first  year,  the  policy  would  have  been  enforceable,  the  separate 
contract  not  being  admissible  in  evidence  under  section  679  of  the 
Statutes,  which  provides  that  certain  matters  may  not  be  given  in 
evidence  in  an  action  on  a  policy  unless  made  a  part  thereof. 

No  attempt  has  been  made  above  to  give  all  the  decisions  on  the 
subject;  only  a  few  illustrative  of  some  of  the  different  phases  of 
the  question  have  been  included. 
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LAWS,  OPINIONS  AND  RULINGS  RELATING  TO 
BOARD  CONTRACTS  AND  STOCK  SELLING 

SCHEMES 


List  of  States,  opposite  which  opinions  and  rulings  are  summar¬ 
ized,  and  statutes,  cited  by  section  and  chapter  number  of  session 
laws  as  well  as  by  section  number  of  revised  statutes,  where  such 
have  been  enacted. 

The  notations  in  regard  to  departmental  rulings  have  in  most 
instances  been  made  on  the  basis  of  official  statements. 

Alabama. — Sec.  3,  Act  89,  Laws  of  1909,  prohibits  both. 

Arizona. — Sec.  3449,  Civil  Code  1913  (Sec.  59,  Chapter  94,  Laws 
of  1913  [Third  Special  Session]),  prohibits  stock  selling  in 
connection  with  insurance. 

Arkansas. — Sec.  1,  Act  321,  1907,  prohibits  board  contracts;  no  law 
or  ruling  regarding  stock  selling  schemes. 

California. — No  specific  law  and  no  ruling  by  department. 

Colorado. — Secs.  55  and  56,  Chapter  99,  Laws  of  1913,  prohibit 
both. 

Connecticut. — No  specific  law,  but  the  Commissioner’s  opinion  is 
against  both  as  coming  within  the  general  anti-rebate  and  dis¬ 
crimination  law.  (Section  3538,  G.  S.,  as  amended  by  Chapter 
193,  L.  1907.) 

Delaware. — No  specific  law,  but  department  has  ruled  that  any 
offer  or  inducement  of  any  kind  or  nature  constitutes  a  violation 
of  State  statutes  unless  made  to  all  insurants  of  same  class  and 
equal  expectation  of  life.  (Sec.  1,  Chapter  273,  Laws  of  1891.) 

District  of  Columbia. — No  specific  law  and  no  ruling  by  depart¬ 
ment  as  no  company  licensed  in  the  district  has  done  any  busi¬ 
ness  of  this  sort. 

Florida. — No  specific  law  and  no  ruling  by  department. 
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Georgia. — Sec.  20,  Act  628,  Laws  of  1912,  prohibits  special  or  board 
contracts  or  any  other  form  or  policy  or  contract  whereby  dis¬ 
crimination  is  allowed.  Attorney-General  and  Commissioner 
have  ruled  “that  to  sell  life  insurance  stock  in  connection  with 
the  sale  of  policies  of  a  company  is  contrary  to  public  policy.,, 

Idaho. — Sec.  38,  Chapter  228,  Laws  of  1911,  forbids  stock  selling 
in  connection  with  insurance,  and  Sec.  41,  same  law,  forbids 
board  contracts. 

Illinois. — No  specific  law,  but  department  rules  that  both  come 
within  the  anti-rebate  and  discrimination  law.  (Sec.  1,  Act 
approved  June  19,  1891.)  The  department  has  ruled  further 
that  a  company  cannot  be  admitted  to  do  business  in  the  State 
which  has  in  force  general  board  contracts  under  the  terms 
of  which  policyholders  of  Illinois,  if  the  company  were  ad¬ 
mitted,  would  contribute  out  of  their  premiums  an  amount  to 
be  paid  persons  holding  the  general  board  contracts. 

Indiana. — In  the  opinion  of  the  department,  Chapter  36,  Laws  of 
1909,  prohibits  the  issuing  of  board  contracts,  but  there  is  no 
law  or  ruling  of  department  against  the  sale  of  stock  with  life 
insurance. 

Iowa. — No  specific  law  and  no  ruling  by  the  department. 

Kansas. — Sec.  4202,  General  Statutes  1909  (Sec.  1,  Chapter  155, 
Laws  of  1909),  prohibits  selling  stock  in  a  subsidiary  company 
in  connection  with  insurance,  or  offering  special  inducements  in 
connection  with  the  selling  of  such  stock.  There  is  no  specific 
law  against  board  contracts,  but  department  has  so  far  as  pos¬ 
sible  prohibited  the  offering  of  such  contracts. 

Kentucky. — No  specific  law,  but  Commissioner  rendered  a  decision 
April  16,  1908,  that  board  contracts  came  within  the  general 
discrimination  and  anti-rebate  law.  (Sec.  119,  Chapter  171, 
Laws  of  1893;  Sec.  4379,  Statutes  of  Kentucky  1909.)  No 
ruling  on  stock  selling  schemes. 

Louisiana. — Sec.  1,  Act  210,  Laws  of  1908,  prohibits  both. 

Maine. — Sec.  1,  Chapter  84,  Laws  of  1913,  prohibits  stock  schemes. 
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Maryland. — Sec.  154,  Article  23,  Public  General  Laws  1904,  as 
amended,  Chapter  102,  Laws  of  1912,  prohibits  board  contracts. 
Insurance  Department,  prior  to  1912,  ruled  against  selling  of 
stock  in  connection  with  sale  of  insurance,  and  stated  it  would 
admit  no  company  which  countenanced  the  selling  of  stock. 
(Ruling  based  upon  law  against  rebating,  Chapter  254,  Laws 
of  1890.) 

Massachusetts. — Sec.  69,  Chapter  576,  Laws  of  1907,  prohibits 
stock  selling  schemes,  and  department  rules  that  board  contracts 
are  a  violation  of  anti-discrimination  law. 

Michigan. — Sec.  7219,  Compiled  Laws  1897,  as  amended  by  Act 
1 81,  Laws  of  1907,  prohibits  both. 

Minnesota. — Sec.  3615,  General  Statutes  1913  (Sec.  1,  Chapter 
427,  Laws  of  1909),  and  Sec.  3462,  General  Statutes  1913 
(Sec.  1,  Chapter  277,  Laws  of  1907),  prohibit  both. 

Mississippi. — Sec.  6,  Chapter  172,  Laws  of  1912,  forbids  sale  of 
stock  and  insurance  together  or  of  one  as  inducement  to  sale  or 
purchase  of  another.  Insurance  Department  has  ruled  against 
board  contracts.  (Law  against  rebating,  Sec.  2600,  Code  1906.) 

Missouri. — Sec.  6934,  Revised  Statutes  1909  (H.  B.  85,  Laws  of 
1907),  prohibits  both. 

Montana. — Chapter  15,  Laws  of  1909,  prohibits  both. 

Nebraska. — Sec.  3277  and  3279,  Revised  Statutes  1913  (Secs.  140 
and  142,  Chapter  154,  Laws  of  1913),  prohibit  both. 

Nevada. — No  specific  law  and  no  ruling  by  department. 

New  Hampshire. — Sec.  1,  Chapter  111,  Laws  of  1907,  prohibits 
both  by  life  company.  Sec.  1,  Chapter  127,  Laws  of  1913,  pro¬ 
hibits  stock  schemes,  any  insurance  company. 

New  Jersey. — Chapter  74,  Laws  of  1907  (Sec.  116,  page  2875,  Com¬ 
piled  Statutes  1910),  prohibits  board  contracts.  Attorney-Gen¬ 
eral  ruled  that  option  to  purchase  stock  must  be  contained  in 
policy. 

New  Mexico. — Chapter  48,  Laws  of  1909,  prohibits  both. 

New  York. — Sec.  89,  Insurance  Law,  as  amended,  Chapter  729, 
Laws  of  1907,  and  Chapter  249,  Laws  of  1911,  prohibits  both. 
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North  Carolina. — Sec.  4775,  Revisal  1905,  as  amended,  Chapter 
196,  Laws  of  1911,  forbids  stock  selling  in  connection  with 
insurance.  Board  contracts  were  declared  to  be  illegal  by 
Supreme  Court  under  law  forbidding  discrimination  and  re¬ 
bates.  [ Smothers  v.  Bankers  Life,  65  S.  E.,  746  (October, 
Laws  of  1909),  prohibits  both. 

North  Dakota. — Sec.  1,  Chapter  148,  Laws  of  1907^  prohibits 
both. 

Ohio. — Sec.  9404,  General  Code  1910,  as  amended  by  House  Bill 
157,  Laws  of  1911,  prohibits  both. 

Oklahoma. — Sec.  3460,  Revised  Laws  1910  (Sec.  57,  Chapter  21, 
Laws  of  1909),  prohibits  both. 

Oregon. — No  specific  law.  No  ruling  by  department. 

Pennsylvania. — Sec.  1,  Chapter  402,  Laws  of  1913,  prohibits  both. 

Rhode  Island. — Sec.  1,  Chapter  714,  Laws  of  1911,  prohibits  both. 

South  Carolina. — Secs.  2730  and  2731,  Civil  Code  of  1912  (Secs. 
2  and  3,  Chapter  509,  Laws  of  1908),  prohibit  both. 

South  Dakota. — Section  20,  Chapter  210,  Laws  of  1909,  as 
amended  Chapter  244,  Laws  of  1913,  prohibits  both. 

Tennessee. — Sec.  1,  Chapter  456,  Laws  of  1907,  prohibits  both. 

Texas. — Article  4954,  Civil  Statutes  1911  (Sec.  19,  Chapter  108. 
Laws  of  1909),  prohibits  both. 

Utah. — Secs.  49  and  50,  Chapter  121,  Laws  of  1909,  prohibit  both. 

Vermont. — No  specific  law  and  no  ruling  by  department. 

Virginia. — No  specific  law,  but  department  has  ruled  against  both. 
(Law  against  rebating,  Chapter  2,  Sec.  34,  Chapter  112,  Laws 
of  1906,  as  amended  by  Chapter  243,  Laws  of  1912.) 

Washington. — Secs.  33  and  180,  Chapter  49,  Laws  of  1911,  pro¬ 
hibit  both.  , 

West  Virginia. — Under  Sec.  1107a  15,  of  Code  Supplement  1907, 
as  amended  by  Chapter  19,  Laws  of  1913,  stock  schemes  are 
prohibited.  Persons  are  forbidden  to  receive  or  accept  any 
“favor  or  advantaged 

Wisconsin. — Sec.  19550(3),  Statutes,  as  amended  by  Chapter  270, 
Laws  of  1911,  prohibits  both. 

Wyoming. — Sec.  4256,  Compiled  Statutes  1910  (Chapter  38,  Laws 
of  1907),  prohibits  both. 


22 


BOARD  CONTRACTS,  STOCK  SELLING  AND 


LAWS  RELATING  TO  STOCK  SELLING  AND 
PROMOTION  SCHEMES 


Alabama. — Sec.  4,  Act  89,  Law  1909,  forbids  company  not  now 
authorized  to  transact  business  in  Alabama  to  offer  its  stock 
for  sale  to  citizens  before  securing  permission  from  the  Insur¬ 
ance  Commissioner. 

Arizona. — Sec.  3378,  Civil  Code  1913  (Sec.  2,  Chapter  94,  L.  1913 
[Third  Special  Session] ),  gives  Corporation  Commission  power 
to  examine  affairs  of  company  claiming  to  be  organizing  insur¬ 
ance  company  or  holding  capital  stock  for  purposes  of  control. 

California. — Sec.  597,  Pol.  Code,  as  amended  by  Chapter  161, 
Laws  of  1 91 1,  gives  Insurance  Commissioner  power  over  pro¬ 
motion  of  domestic  insurance  companies  in  the  State ;  organiza¬ 
tion  expense  not  to  be  over  15%  of  amount  paid  on  its  capital. 

Colorado. — Sec.  34,  Chapter  99,  Laws  of  1913,  directs  Insurance 
Commissioner  before  granting  license  to  sell  stock  of  foreign 
insurance  company,  to  examine  into  good  faith  of  the  organi¬ 
zation  of  the  company.  Expenses  of  promotion  must  not  ex¬ 
ceed  20%  of  amount  realized  from  sale  of  stock. 

Connecticut. — Chapter  21,  Laws  of  1911,  directs  Insurance  Com¬ 
missioner  to  examine,  as  often  as  he  deems  it  expedient,  into 
affairs  of  any  corporation  organized  under  laws  of  Connecticut, 
or  having  an  office  in  the  State,  engaged  in  the  formation  of  an 
insurance  corporation  or  holding  the  capital  stock  of  an  insur¬ 
ance  corporation  for  purpose  of  control,  all  expense  of  such 
examination  to  be  paid  by  corporation  examined. 

Delaware. — Sec.  4,  Chapter  99,  Laws  of  1901,  requires  that  new 
insurance  companies  on  stock  plan  organized  in  Delaware,  be¬ 
fore  articles  of  incorporation  may  be  filed,  must  furnish  Secre¬ 
tary  of  State  with  affidavit,  made  by  majority  of  signers  of 
articles,  showing  bona  fide  subscriptions  amounting  to  $100,000, 
and  that  5%  thereof  has  been  paid  in  cash  and  deposited  with 
Insurance  Commissioner,  and  must  also  furnish  a  certificate 
made  by  Insurance  Commissioner  setting  forth  that  such  de¬ 
posit  has  been  made  with  him. 
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Florida. — Chapter  6422,  Laws  of  1913,  regulates  the  doing  business 
in  State  of  “foreign  investment  companies.,,  Such  companies 
must  file  with  Comptroller-General  statement  showing  plan 
upon  which  it  proposes  to  do  business,  etc. 

Georgia. — Sec.  3,  Chapter  628,  L.  1912,  gives  Insurance  Commis¬ 
sioner  authority  to  examine  into  promotion  or  holding  com¬ 
pany  and  Sec.  19,  same  law,  limits  commissions  to  10%  of 
sales. 

Idaho. — Sec.  15,  Chapter  228,  Laws  of  1911,  directs  Commissioner 
to  examine  into  affairs  of  any  corporation,  firm  or  individual, 
engaged  in  forming  or  selling  stock  in  insurance  company. 

Indiana. — Sec.  1,  Chapter  99,  Laws  of  1913,  authorizes  State 
Auditor  to  examine  promotion  or  holding  company. 

Massachusetts. — Sec.  6,  Chapter  576,  Acts  1907,  as  amended 
Chapter  329,  Laws  of  1911,  gives  Insurance  Commissioner  au¬ 
thority  to  make  examination  of  any  corporation,  domestic  or 
foreign,  undertaking  to  guarantee  the  expenses  of  “any  insur¬ 
ance  company/’  and  his  report  shall  be  a  public  record.  Insur¬ 
ance  Commissioner  is  given  power  to  investigate  any  charges 
of  excessive  expenses  in  promoting  sale  of  stock  in  Massa¬ 
chusetts  of  any  new  insurance  companies,  domestic  or  foreign. 

Michigan. — Chapter  199,  Laws  of  1911,  forbids  corporation,  do¬ 
mestic  or  foreign,  to  participate  in  the  formation  of  an  insurance 
corporation  for  the  purpose  of  securing  control  thereof.  For¬ 
bids  any  person  to  promote  sale  of  stock  of  proposed  insurance 
company  in  the  State  until  articles  of  association  filed  with 
proper  officers.  Insurance  Commissioner  is  given  authority  to 
examine  records  and  papers  of  any  insurance  company  in  proc¬ 
ess  of  formation. 

Minnesota. — Chapter  385,  Laws  of  1913  (Secs.  3275,  3276,  3279, 
and  3281,  General  Statutes  1913),  requires  that  company  being 
formed  or  a  promotion  company,  in  case  proceeds  of  sale  of 
stock  are  to  be  devoted  to  paying  commissions  incidental  to 
organization  or  promotion  of  company  must  file  with  Insurance 
Commissioner  statement  showing  plan  of  business  and  percent¬ 
age  of  purchase  price  to  be  paid  for  commission,  etc. 
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Mississippi. — Chapter  172,  Laws  of  1912,  requires  company  or  per¬ 
sons,  previous  to  selling  stock  in  insurance  or  insurance  agency 
company,  to  file  papers  with  Insurance  Commissioner  and  se¬ 
cure  license.  Forbids  sale  of  stock  and  insurance  together  or 
of  one  as  inducement  to  sale  or  purchase  of  another. 

Missouri. — Sec.  3,  Senate  bill  409,  Laws  of  1911,  requires  any  one 
selling  stock  of  an  insurance  company  to  secure  a  certificate 
from  the  superintendent  of  insurance  authorizing  him  to  do 
so.  Superintendent  must  investigate  company  and  satisfy  him¬ 
self  it  is  formed  in  good  faith  and  that  organization  expenses 
will  not  exceed  10%  of  stock  sales. 

Sec.  5,  Senate  bill  409,  Laws  of  1911,  gives  Insurance  Superin¬ 
tendent  authority  to  examine  into  affairs  of  a  company  claim¬ 
ing  that  it  is  organizing  an  insurance  company. 

Montana. — Chapter  12,  Laws  of  1911,  authorizes  Insurance  Com¬ 
missioner,  when  he  “deems  it  expedient,”  to  examine  into 
affairs  of  any  corporation  having  office  in  the  State,  receiving 
subscriptions  to  capital  stock  of  insurance  company. 

Nebraska. — Sec.  3167,  Revised  Statutes  1913  (Sec.  31,  Chapter 
154,  L.  1913),  limits  organization  and  promotion  expenses  to 
10%  of  par  value  of  stock  sold  for  cash. 

New  York. — Sec.  39,  Insurance  Law,  as  amended  by  Chapter  304, 
Laws  of  1913,  directs  Superintendent  of  Insurance  to  make 
examination  of  corporation  claiming  to  be  forming  an  insur¬ 
ance  company  or  which  is  holding  capital  stock  of  one  or  more 
insurance  companies  for  purpose  of  control. 

North  Carolina. — Chapter  182,  L.  1913,  requires  company  or  in¬ 
dividual  proposing  to  sell  stock  in  State  of  promoting  or  hold¬ 
ing  company  or  insurance  company  not  authorized  to  do 
business  in  State,  to  procure  certificate  from  Insurance  Com¬ 
missioner.  Commissioner  may  issue  certificate  if  from  state¬ 
ment  filed  he  finds  plans  are  fair  and  proper. 

1 

North  Dakota. — Sec.  1,  Chapter  102,  Laws  of  1911,  requires  that 
all  corporations  issuing,  selling  or  offering  for  sale  their  stocks, 
securities,  notes,  obligations,  bonds,  etc.,  must,  on  demand  of 
State  Bank  Examiner,  file  with  him  verified  statement  of  as¬ 
sets,  liabilities,  and  business  transacted. 
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North  Dakota — Continued. 

Sec.  2,  Chapter  102,  Laws  of  1911,  empowers  State  Bank  Ex¬ 
aminer  to  examine  such  corporation  when  requested  by  a  resi¬ 
dent  of  the  State  and  good  faith  and  sufficient  reasons  are 
given. 

Sec.  3,  Chapter  102,  Laws  of  1911,  gives  State  Banking  Board 
authority  to  take  charge  of  and  wind  up  such  corporation  when 
it  is  satisfied  of  the  insolvency,  mismanagement,  fraud  or  breach 
of  trust  of  such  corporation  or  violation  of  this  law. 

Oregon. — Chapter  218,  Laws  of  1911,  authorizes  Insurance  Com¬ 
missioner,  when  he  “deems  it  expedient,”  to  examine  into  affairs 
of  any  corporation  having  office  in  the  State,  receiving  sub¬ 
scriptions  to  capital  stock  of  an  insurance  company. 

Pennsylvania. — Sec.  4,  Chapter  231,  Laws  of  1911,  gives  Insur¬ 
ance  Commissioner  authority  to  examine  into  affairs  of  cor¬ 
poration,  domestic  or  foreign,  claiming  it  is  taking  part  in  for¬ 
mation  of  insurance  company. 

South  Carolina. — Act  491,  Laws  of  1912,  requires  domestic  or 
foreign  investment  companies  selling  their  own  or  other  stocks, 
etc.,  except  those  securities  specifically  excepted,  to  file  plan  of 
business  with  Insurance  Commissioner  and  receive  authority  to 
do  business.  Gives  Commissioner  authority  to  apply  for  ap¬ 
pointment  of  receiver,  if  it  appears  company’s  assets  are  im¬ 
paired. 

Virginia. — Chap.  2,  Sec.  53,  Chap.  112,  L.  1906,  as  added  by  Chap. 
243,  L.  1912,  forbids  sale  of  stock  or  solicitation  of  subscrip¬ 
tions  to  stock  until  company  has  filed  with  Insurance  Commis¬ 
sioner  particulars  as  to  business  methods  and  proposed  cost  of 
promotion.  Chap.  1,  Sec.  11,  Chap.  112,  L.  1906,  as  amended 
by  Chap.  243,  L.  1912,  gives  Insurance  Commissioner  power  to 
examine  into  affairs  of  company  organizing,  receiving  subscrip¬ 
tions  for  or  disposing  of  stock  of  insurance  company  or  holding 
stock  thereof  for  purpose  of  controlling  its  management. 

Washington. — Sec.  6059-50,  Remington  &  Ballinger’s  Codes,  Sup¬ 
plement  1913  (Sec.  50,  Chapter  49,  L.  1911),  makes  a  misde¬ 
meanor  the  fraudulent  signing  of  name  of  another  person  to 
prospectus,  etc.,  of  domestic  insurance  company,  formed  or  to 
be  formed,  or  signing  name  of  fictitious  person  or  fraudulent 
signing  of  name  of  any  person  to  stock  subscription  of  any  such 
company. 
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Washington — Continued. 

Sec.  6059-51,  Remington  &  Ballinger’s  Codes,  Supplement  1913 
(Sec.  51,  Chapter  49,  L.  1911),  makes  guilty  of  a  felony  an 
officer,  agent,  etc.,  of  company  or  of  any  person  proposing  to 
organize  a  company,  who  knowingly  exhibits  falsified  books  to 
officer  authorized  by  law  to  examine  organization  of  company, 
intending  to  deceive  such  officer. 

Wisconsin. — Sec.  1897^  Statutes,  created  by  Chapter  280,  Laws 
of  1911,  amended  by  Chapter  287,  Laws  of  1911,  provides  that 
all  contracts  of  sale  within  the  State  of  stock  of  company 
organized  or  proposed  to  be  organized  “within  or  without  this 
State,”  must  be  in  writing  and  contain  a  provision  in  form  as 
set  forth  in  act,  limiting  the  proportion  of  sums  subscribed  to 
be  used  for  commission,  promotion  and  organization  expense, 
the  remainder  of  such  subscriptions  to  be  held  by  the  organizers 
or  officers  as  bailees  for  the  use  of  the  corporation,  and  per¬ 
centage  not  to  exceed  10%. 

Names  of  persons  receiving  part  of  commissions  to  be  written 
in  contracts  of  subscription.  Penalty  for  omission. 

No  agreements  to  be  made  in  selling  any  stock  or  in  connection 
with  subscription  contracts  other  than  as  plainly  expressed 
therein. 

No  subscription  contract  to  contain  agreement  for  employment 
or  special  advantage  to  purchaser  of  stock. 

All  circulars  or  prospectuses  advertising  a  corporation  organ¬ 
ized  or  proposed  to  be  organized  within  or  without  the  State, 
published  in  the  State,  to  be  first  filed  in  Insurance  Commis¬ 
sioner’s  office,  and  to  contain  name  of  person  issuing  such 
circulars. 

Sec.  1970-m,  Statutes,  as  created  by  Chapter  152,  Laws  of 
1911,  gives  Insurance  Commissioner  authority  over  the  organi¬ 
zation  and  over  promoters  oi.  domestic  insurance  companies, 
and  over  the  property  within  jurisdiction  of  Wisconsin  courts 
of  foreign  companies,  whether  organized  or  proposed  to  be  or¬ 
ganized,  as  well  as  over  corporations  to  control  stock  in  a  do¬ 
mestic  company. 
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SUMMARY 

Concerning  Board  Contracts 

Expressly  forbidden  by  statute  in .  29  States 

Forbidden  by  insurance  department  ruling  in .  8  “ 

Forbidden  by  department  ruling  unless  offered  to  all 

policyholders  alike .  1  State 

Declared  by  Supreme  Court  to  be  illegal  under  anti-dis¬ 
crimination  statute  in .  1  “ 

No  law  or  ruling  on  the  subject .  10  States 

Concerning  Sale  of  Stock  in  Connection  with  Life  Insurance 

Expressly  forbidden  by  statute .  32  States 

Forbidden  by  insurance  department  rulings .  4  “ 

Forbidden  by  department  ruling  unless  offered  to  all 

policyholders  alike  .  1  State 

Declared  to  be  illegal  by  attorney-general’s  opinion  unless 

option  on  stock  is  contained  in  policy .  I  “ 

No  law,  ruling  or  opinion .  9  States 


‘ Publications  o/The  Association  of  Life  Insurance  Presidents 

Public  Health  and  Public  Sanitation 

Lengthening.  Life  Through  Legislation.  Report  of  Health  Committee  of 
Association  of  Life  Insurance  Presidents.  December,  1913. 

The  Needed  Reforms  in  Sanitary  Administration.  By  Dr.  Rupert  Blue, 
Surgeon-General,  United  States  Public  Health  Service,  December,  1913. 

The  Public  Health  Movement  in  America — To-day  and  To-morrow.  By 
William  T.  Sedgwick,  Sc.D.,  Professor,  Biology  and  Public  Health, 
Massachusetts  Institute  of  Technology.  December,  1913. 

Birth  and  Death  Bookkeeping.  Business  methods  applied  to  the  health 
problem.  Association,  of  Life  Insurance  Presidents.  February,  1913. 

Need  for.  Better  Vital  Statistics.  Report  of  Health  Committee  of  Association 
of  Life  Insurance  Presidents.  December,  1912. 

The  Influence  of  Vital  Statistics  on  Longevity.  By  Watson  S.  Rankin,  M.D., 
Secretary,  North  Carolina  Board  of  Health.  December,  1912. 

The  Effect  of  Safe  Water  Supplies  on  the  Typhoid  Fever  Rate.  By  Allan  J. 
McLaughlin,.  M.D.,  Passed  Assistant  Surgeon,  United  States  Public 
Health  Service.  December,  1912. 

Conservation  of  Human  Life — an  Outline  of  the  Movement  Among  Life  In¬ 
surance  Companies  to  Prolong  Lives  of  Policyholders.  By  Robert  Lynn 
Cox,  General  Counsel  and  Manager,  Association  of  Life  Insurance  Presi¬ 
dents.  September,  1912. 

The  Gospel  of  Health  on  Wheels.  By  Oscar  Dowling,  M.D.,  President, 
Louisiana  State  Board  of  Health.  December,  1911. 

The  Social  Engineer  in  the  Field  of  Public  Health.  By  Luther  H.  Gulick, 
M.D.,  Director,  Department  of  Child  Hygiene,  Russell  Sage  Foundation. 
December,  1911. 

The  Undeveloped  Field  in  the  Life  Insurance  Business.  By  Hiram  J.  Mes¬ 
senger,  F.A.S.,  Actuary,  The  Travelers  Insurance  Company.  June,  1911. 

*The  Fight  Against  Preventable  Diseases.  By  Eugene  H.  Porter,  M.D.,  New 
York  State  Health  Commissioner.  December,  1910. 

^Report  of  the  Life  Extension  Committee  of  the  Association  of  Life  In¬ 
surance  Presidents.  December,  1910. 

^Modern  Sanitation.  By  Alvah  H.  Doty,  M.D.,  Health  Officer  of  the  Port 
of  New  York.  December,  1910. 

*The  Work  of  . the  Census  in  Vital  Statistics.  By  Cressy  L.  Wilbur,  M.D., 
Chief  Statistician,  Bureau  of  Vital  Statistics,  United  States  Census 
Bureau.  December,  1910. 

Lengthening  Human  Life  as  a  Business  Proposition.  By  Robert  Lynn  Cox, 
General  Counsel  and  Manager,  Association  of  Life  Insurance  Presidents. 

April,  1910. 

^Report  of  Life  Extension  Committee  of  the  Association  of  Life  Insurance 
Presidents.  January,  1910. 

*Work  of  the  Federal  Government  in  the  Matter  of  Health  Conservation. 
By  Walter  Wyman,  M.D.,  Surgeon-General  of  the  Public  Health  and 
Marine  Hospital  Service  of  the  United  States.  January,  1910. 

*The  Organization  of  a  Public  Health  Militia  in  the  Cause  of  Preventive 
Medicine.  By  M.  J.  Rosenau,  M.D.,  Department  of  Preventive  Medicine 
and  Hygiene,  Harvard  Medical  College.  January,  1910. 

^Latent  Powers  of  Life  Insurance  Companies  for  the  Detection  and  Pre¬ 
vention  of  Diseases.  By  E.  W.  Dwight,  M.D.,  Medical  Director,  New 
England  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Co.  January,  1910. 

^Movement  to  Lengthen  Life.  Abstracts  from  Editorial  Comments  on  Sug¬ 
gestions  to  Increase  Human  Longevity  Made  to  the  Association  of  Life 
Insurance  Presidents.  May,  1909. 

A  Suggestion  Concerning  the  Increased  Longevity  of  Life  Insurance  Policy¬ 
holders.  By  Burnside  Foster,  M.D.,  Chief  Medical  Examiner  of  the  New 
England  Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company  for  Minnesota.  April,  1909. 

Economic  Aspect  of  Lengthening  Human  Life.  By  Professor  Irving  Fisher, 
President  of  the  Committee  of  One  Hundred  on  National  Health. 
February,  1909. 

*Out  of  print. 

Copies  of  any  of  the  above  not  out  of  print  will  be  mailed  upon  request. 


‘Publications  of  The  Association  of  Life  Insurance  Presidents 

Taxation 

Injustice  and  Inequality  of  Life  Insurance  Taxation.  Report  of  Committee 
Adopted  by  National  Convention  of  Insurance  Commissioners.  August, 
1908. 

Taxation  of  Life  Insurance  in  the  United  States.  By  Robert  Lynn  Cox, 
General  Counsel  and  Manager,  Association  of  Life  Insurance  Presidents. 
October,  1908. 

Taxation  of  Life  Insurance  in  the  United  States.  By  John  F.  Dryden.  De¬ 
cember,  1908. 

Life  Insurance  Taxation  and  Legislation.  By  Haley  Fiske,  Vice-President, 
Metropolitan  Life  Insurance  Company.  February,  1909. 

The  Impropriety  of  Taxing  Returns  to  Life  Insurance  Policyholders.  By 
Robert  Lynn  Cox,  General  Counsel  and  Manager,  Association  of  Life 
Insurance  Presidents.  February,  1909. 

Life  Insurance  Taxation.  By  William  J.  Graham,  Vice-President  and  Ac¬ 
tuary,  Northwestern  National  Life  Insurance  Company.  January,  1910. 

Some  Obstacles  which  Delay  the  Reform  of  Life  Insurance  Taxation.  By 
Thomas  Sewall  Adams,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of  Political  Economy,  Wash¬ 
ington  University.  December,  1910. 

Injustice  of  Taxation.  By  Frederic  William  Jenkins,  President,  Security 
Mutual  Life  Insurance  Company.  December,  1911. 

Investments 

Compulsory  Investment  Legislation.  By  Grover  Cleveland.  March,  1907. 

The  Amortization  Plan  of  Valuing  Fixed  Term  Securities.  By  J.  J.  Brinker- 
hoff,  Secretary  of  National  Convention  of  Insurance  Commissioners  and 
Actuary  Insurance  Department  of  State  of  Illinois.  August,  1908. 

The  People’s  Investments.  By  James  Laurence  Laughlin,  Ph.D.,  Professor  of 
Political  Economy,  The  University  of  Chicago.  December,  1910. 

A  Trial  Test  of  Compulsory  Investment  Legislation.  By  Robert  Lynn  Cox, 
General  Counsel  and  Manager,  Association  of  Life  Insurance  Presidents. 
May,  1912. 

The  Call  for  Investments.  By  Alfred  Hurrell,  Attorney,  Association  of  Life 
Insurance  Presidents.  July,  1912. 

The  Sacredness  of  Trusteeship  in  the  Investment  of  Life  Insurance  Funds. 
By  George  E.  Ide,  President,  Home  Life  Insurance  Company,  Decem¬ 
ber,  1912. 

Railroad  Securities  Should  be  Treated  as  Local  Investments  for  Life  Insur¬ 
ance  Companies.  By  Walker  D.  Hines,  Chairman  Executive  Committee, 
Atchison,  Topeka  and  Santa  Fe  Railway.  December,  1912. 

Forty-Six  Years’  Experience  with  Farm  Loans.  By  Jesse  Redman  Clark, 
President,  Union  Central  Life  Insurance  Company.  December,  1912. 

Miscellaneous 

Modern  Co-operative  Methods  to  Meet  Modern  Tendencies  of  Government 
Control.  By  Robert  Lynn  Cox,  General  Counsel  and  Manager,  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Life  Insurance  Presidents.  October,  1910. 

The  By-Products  of  Life  Insurance.  By  Alfred  Hurrell,  Attorney,  Associa¬ 
tion  of  Life  Insurance  Presidents.  _  March,  1912.  _ 

Group  Insurance — Its  Aims  and  Its  Field.  By  William  A.  Day,  President, 
Equitable  Life  Assurance  Society.  December,  1913. 

The  Ultimate  Effect  of  an  Unrestricted  Right  to  Borrow  on  Life  Insurance 
Policies.  By  Arthur  E.  Childs,  President,  Columbian  National  Life  In¬ 
surance  Company.  December,  1913. 

Are  You  Borrowing  from  Your  Widow?  Containing  statistical  evidence 
dealing  with  the  growth  of  the  policy  loan  problem,  by  Robert  Lynn 
Cox,  General  Counsel  and  Manager,  Association  of  Life  Insurance 
Presidents,  and  also  other  discussion  of  the  same  subject.  December, 
X9I3- 

Bequeathing  Our  Debts.  Views  and  suggestions  of  representative  news¬ 
papers,  taken  from  their  editorial  pages,  on  the  policy  loan  problem. 
March,  1914. 

Copies  of  any  of  above  will  be  mailed  upon  request. 


